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ihcyeased-attention to classroom level variables. They have- come to realize

that the ultimate unit for exéminingﬂeffectivenesé and the adoption of

LI

5 . 4 .. ] 3
curriculum changes in schools is the individual teacher. Aiso, increased
¥ - . ’

priority has.beeri given to understanding the improvement process as perceived

.
13

~ by the classroom teacher. -

‘ +
The increased attention on understanding how classroom practice and

*

v

change in classroom practice occurs at the individual teacher level has led to
a reth1nk1ng of the roles .and needs of other actors and agencies that have
trad1t1ona|1y ‘been seen as cr1t1ca1 for successful school change _ This
reth1nk1ng has 1nc1uded looking anew at “the role -of the school principal,

—; espec‘a11y as their activities affect 1mp1ementation and schoo] fectiveness.

- At the Texas R&D Center’ the staff of the ConCerns-Based Adoption Model

e - * ™

lpaper presented at the annual méetind of the American Educational
Research Association, New York, March 1982. ' . .

'2The research described herein. was conducted under contract with the
_ National Institute of Education. The opinions expressed are those of the
authors “and -do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the National
Institute of Education. No endorsement by the Nat4onal Institute of Education
should be inferred. .

3The authors wish to acknowledge the contributions and participation of
their co-workers in this study: . Shirley Hord, Leslie Huling, Teresa Griffin,
Nova Washington, Marcia Goldstein, Sue" Loucks, “Terry Negdham and Suzie
Stiegelbauer. We also wish to acknowledge the yaluable assistance that has
b:sg so willingly given by the principals and teacher< who part1c1pated in the
studies. .
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In recent years researchers, policy makers and practitioners have given .

"
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‘“’“"'f’f“““"(éBAM) project have approached exam1nat1on of the principal as an outgrowth of
oér11er studies of teachers who nere 1mp1ement1ng0new programs. Rather than
having started the research from the "top" ond nprked"donn from policy makers, '
}o principals to teachers, the research with the CBAM began wi@h the teacher
and attempgélgghgnder§tgnd and describe what the inprovement‘process'was71ihe
for teachers as inginidoa1s. Now, with newiunderstanding of how the
individual teacher pérceives and functions during the implementation of
educational inhovations, the research emphasis has shifteg "up" to analyzing

‘ “how the building principal affects what happens to teachers.

- A part‘of this researoh~has focused on identifyfng the "concerns" that
.’ prinoipé]s have about being change faci]itator§ in relation to imp]ementation
of classroom innovo;ions In the earlier resear¢h seven Stages of Concern
(SoC) that teachers and other front line users of innovations. cou]d have were \
idéntlfwed. Thus one research question for the new study became, do
~principa]s havg the same or similar stages oﬁ'concgrn about their change
facilitator role? - And if they do have distinguishable concerns, how do these
‘: ' concerns shirt as a change procéss unfo1d50 s - .

S

In this paper some of the 1n1t1a1 f1ndings from a study that was designed

ES

in. part to answer these questions are descrlbed. In sumery, theresdoes

appear to be a similar set of ‘Stages of Concern for principals as change

v

facilitators. Stages of Concern for change facilitators are different in

@ content from the SoC of teachers, but the overall concerns dynamic seems to be

e

the same. Before outlining the “initial findings, a brief reviey of concerns

theory is needed and is presented 1n the next section. Following this review
e . R
the measurement procedures and thesoverall study deS1gn are summarized. Then *

a series of f1ve short case stud1es are ﬁresented to i1lustrate how Change

Facilitatar Stages of Concern 1ookeq’and shifted during the period of the




-
s

. _study. The paper .concludes with a- discussion oﬁ,some 1mp11cat1ons and

possible next steps for neseareh and practice. -

Concerns Theory - o . . . t

PR TN

aThe concept of concérns as a way to represent different affect1ve,

-

motivational ongpensonaﬂastates,of adults emerged out of research that Frances =

-

Fuller and her EO11eaguesxbegan in the 1960's. This‘reseaich fodused on
identifyjng and describirg the "cbncerns"'that teachers expressed at different
points during their.career. Based on analyses. of teachers stdtements of
concerns and reviews of the literature Fuller (1969) proposed that- teachers

cohcerns were career related. ,Fuller proposed that presérvice teachers'

concerngrinitia11y were unrelated to teaching, then as their field experiences

-

began they would sb1ft to having self oriented concerns about the1r role and

u *

‘ capab111t1es_to teach. Later on they would begin to have task concerns about
' .the act of teaching and a1] that the job enta11§. Fuller, observed that with
experience teachers cou]d have more intense 'mgac concerns, concerns about-

the consequences of the1r actions in terms of what is needed for students and

concerns about.improving the1r own profess1ona1 sk11ls LA

-

. In the 1970's the concerns theory was proposed to be relatable to the

- /
expressions of enthusiasm, doubt and problems that were being observed in

school teachers and college faculty who were invo!ved jn'change (Ha]], .
wa11ace & Dossett, 1973). Based on field experiences and the ear11er Fuller '
. work, seven d1fferent Stages of Concern about the Innovat1on were proposed.
These Stages of Concern (SoC) became one of three key diagnostic dimensions of
the Concerns-Based AdoptjqnaMode1 (CBAM). ' o -
~ In general the Staées_of Conceérn About “an Innovation parallel the -

concerns phases that Fuller hadfidentified. Early in a change effort,

teachers and college fach]ty have more intense self" concerns about the
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innovation and potentia] conseduences of its use. As imp]ementatﬁon gets
underway, their -concerns tend to shift more” to the "task" of using the
- innovation. Q1t1mate1y, if the 1nnovat1on‘1s appropr1hte and the necessary

supports’are ava11ab1e, various kinds of "impact" concerns can become most

- .
.

_intense. The seven stage definitions are presented in Figure 1.

During. the 1920fs.extensi¥e reseatch was_done to verify the existence of

the Stages of Concern and to develop procedures that cou1d be used to assess .

,them'(Ha11 & Rutherford, 1976; Hall, George & Rutherford, 1979; Newlove &

-

Ha1T, 1976). The overall outcomes from this work inc]ude three different
assessment procedures, training’ workshops, and use of the concept in research
and in des1gn1ng concerns-based staff deve]opment -exper? sences. The concept is

also being’ used in p1ann1ng for and fac1]1tat1ng chapge efforts by taking 1nto .

: account the concerns of front- 11n° users and nonusers SR

- As this -work was unfolding a re1ated research question began to fake T

shape. Do pr1nc1pals and other’ change fac111tators have 1dent1f1ab1e Stages .
of Concern? And,fif SO, how do these Stages of Concern compare to Jthe Stages

of Concerngabout the 1nno¥at4on~that—are~found~ﬂnhfront-c1ne ‘users—and -

? - >
’

nonusers?
+ This question 1ed to the initial deve1opment of a set of descr1pt1ons of
concern that project staff had heard reported by principals and other change
facilitatofrsy A]so; efforts were made to ask principa]s and others to write
down their concerns or to\share them as we worked wWith them in research
training and c;nsu1t t1ve s1tuat1ons With further work and deve1opment a set
of Change' Facilitatér Stages of Concern were ~1'dent1'f1'ed. The Changecﬂ
Fac111tator Stages of Concern (CFSoC) are listed in Figure 2. -
SO

In general the CF concerns are similar to the Stages of .Concern for

front-line users and nonusers, but there are some role related differences,

o~
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Figure 1 o . '
. - . Definitions: . : 5
STAGES OF CONGENH ABOUT THE INNOVATION* N . -~

13
v

6 REFOCUSING: The focus is on exploration of more universal benefits
.from the innovation, including the possibility of major changes or -
replacement with a “more powerful alternative. Indi¥idual has defi- b

. nitesideas about alternatives to the proposed or, existing form of )
the innovation.

) ~ te + ’ -~ -1
4 -
. -

@ 5  COLLABORATION: The fotus is on coordination and cooperation with . .
- : . others regarding use of thesinnovation. o C

4 'CONSEQUENCE. Attention focuses on impact of the innovation on
students in his/her immediate sphe"e of influence. The focus 1is on
relevance of the innovation for students, valuation 6f student out—
comes, including performance and competencges, and changes needed to
increase student outcomes. 2 .

- . .
. - . -~

~ -

« 3. MANAGEMENT: Attention is focused on the processes and tasks of *
‘using the innovation and the best use of information and resources.
Issues related to efficiency, organizing,. managing, scheduling, and
time demands are utmost, .

r
L™

= 2 PERSONAL;, Individual is uncertain about “the demands -of the inno= ‘
) vat on, his/her inadequacy té°’meet those deriands, and his/her role .

. wita 'the innovation. This includes analysis of his/her role in ]
relation to. the reward structure of’the'organization, decision- v
making and consideration of potential conflicts with existing struc-~’
tures -or personal tommitment. . Financial or status implications of.
the program for self and colleagues m3 also be reflected.

1 INFORMATIONAL: A general awareness of the innovation and interest
in learning more detail about it is indicated. *The~person seems to ° -
be unworried about himself/herself in relation to the innovation. ) .
She/he is interested in sybstantive aspects of the innovation in a 3
seffless manner such as' general characteristics, effects, and. .
requirements for use. R ’ .

A

. L
.

. ] N .
0 AWARENESS: Little concern about#or_involyementtwith the. innova~ * —
tion is indicated.

-~ .

» .
?
by -
P . .

**0Original concept frem Hall, -Go E., Wallace, R. C., Jr., & Dossett,
- . W. A. A developmental conceptualization of the adoption process within
‘ r- "" educational institutions. Austin: Research & Development Center for

« Teacher qucation, The University of Texas, 1973. ) .

i " Measurement dnscribed in Hall, G. E., George, A. A.q & Rutherford, -

i . W L. Measuring stages of concern about Ehe innovation: A manual for ¢
use of “th&™SoC Questionnaire. Austin: Research & Development ‘Center for
Teacher, Education, The University of Texas, 1977. i ¢ .

- o e e = s =y

CERE : 5. 7 :




“3 . ' { . . b

- ©OCUF gure 27,
Definitions: ‘ o
Change Facilitator Stages of Concern ) -

° . ” . . -

REFOCUSING: Ideas about alternatives to the innovation are a focus.

« Thoughts and opinions oriented toward increasing benefits to clients
are based dn substantive questions about the maximum effectiveness of .
the present innoyative thrust.- Thought is being given to alternative

-

forms or possible repTacement of the innovation, o

COLLABORATION Coord1nat1ng w1th other change facilitators and/or rf-e—v///
- administrators to increase one's capacity in facilitating use of the
inhovation is the focus. Increased coordination and communication
for increased effectiveness of the innovation are the focus. Issues
related to involving other leaders in support of and faC111tat1ng use
of the innovation for 1ncreased 1mpact are 1nd1cated oL
CONSEQUENCE Attention is on 1mprov1ng one's own style of change
facilitation and increasing positive innovatign effects. Increasing
the effectiveness of users and analyzing the ‘effects or clients are the
foci. Expanding his/her facility and style for fac111tat1ng change is
aIso the focus. ‘ .

-

MANAGEMENT The t1me, 1091st1cs, ’available resources and energy involved
n facilitating others in use of the innavation are “ha focus. Attention T
is-on—the: "how to do its" of change facilitation and decreas1ng the
difficulty of mana91ng the change” process. .

-

PERSONAL : Uncerta1nty about one's ability.and roIe in fac111tat1ng use -
of the i.wnovation is indicated. Doubts .bout one's adequacy in being:

able to be an effective change facilitator and questiors ahbout insti-

tutional support and- rewards for doing the joB are included. . Lack of- 0
confidence in oneself or in the support to be received from super1ors,

nonusers -and users are a ‘part of this stage.

INFORMATIONAL There is interest in learning more about the 1nnovat1on
The concern is not self-oriented or necessarily change fac111tat1on
oriented. The focus is on the nee /desire: to know moré about the

innovation in general, its charac& r1st1ca;:iif:cts and requ1rements

(3

for use. . Zk:
AWARENESS: Change facilitation if_reiation he innovation is not an .
aread of 1ntense concern. The pe?ﬁon s attent1on is focused elsewhere. R s

i~ . : -

< 6 - .
M *
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Concerns on Stage 1 Informat1ona1 and Stage 6 Refocusing in the CFSoC, are

.
innovation specific, while the concerns being addressed on Stage 2 Perscna] \\
Stage 3 Management, Stage 4 Consequence and Stage 5 Co]]aborqt1on have to do n

with their benng,a change facilitatgr. 'Change facilitators are not users of

-~ -

. innovations in the same wai that teacherg are, their Cbnsequence concerns for
examp]e focus on how they can improve their change fac111tator skille- wh11e a

teacher S Stage 4 concerns focus -on how they can 1mprove their effect1venss in 3 N

\

us1ng the innovation.” Other than for the job related d1fferences the concerns

\\

- T
dynam1c appears to: be the same for both users and nonusers of 1nnqyat1ons and

change facilitators. S ’ .

?

-
L4

Recent work has 1ed»to the deve!opnent~of an instrument ca11eg‘the Change ‘
Facilitator Stageg of Ccncern Questionnaire for s&stéhatica]iy assessing
change'faei1%tator etages of concgrn (Rutherfprd, Ha]ﬂ};&ggegrge,,1982). The

" questionnaire,” the CFSoCQ, has been used in one intensive year long study of .
nine‘ﬁrincipa]s of eJementary schools ,as they were involved in facilitating ‘
the implementatior of a curriculum 1nnovat1on in their schoon The

pr1nc1pa1s represented three d1fferent years of 1mp1ementat1on (f1rst, second

" and th1rd), and came from three d1f erent schoo] districts. The schools were

invoived 1n 1mp1ement1ng a writing compos1t1on curr1cu1um, unified mathematlcs

3

or a revised science curriculum, respectivelyz ,-It‘is “data from this study a

that are used to i]]ustrate’the kinds of concerns that principals have about

¥’

their change facilitator role in the next section of this paper.’

-
2
-

Concerns\of.phange—Faci1itator§,’Five Case Studies

P e ' ' ) ” :

' Presented here are the concerns profiles of five change facilitators that
were a part of this research study. - Three of the facititators are school

princjda]s,‘two who serve “in thé same district implementing the same ‘

)
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g 1nnovat1on \ana the other ‘one is from a different d1str1ct The fourth

o A profiﬂe is 'of an ass1stant pr1nc1pa1 The f1ft prof11e is from a schQé]
resource teacher who was not an adm1n1strator but who had key re pons1br11ty
for fac111tat1ng 1mp1ementat1on bf the 1nnovat1on in the schoo] In this

' section the—prof11es of these individuals wilT be,presented and antérpretedh

Discdssion of the collective prcfi]es and- the img1ications they have for<&

. & N ’ - I’ [ . .
RS change facilitators in general will be presented in the.final section. . . -
£ ' A'few’comments on the stage scores are in order before ToOking at the.

‘ prdfi1es Except for Stage 0 the h1gher the precent11é score the more 1ntense
the concern about that stage., The reverse is true for Stage 0. A h1gh seoge
on th1s stage 1nd1cates that the 1nd1v1dua1 s occup1ed with things other than

the 1nnovat1on or for some reason the innovation is not a h1gh pr1or1ty w1th

~

i them A low Stage 0 score means tnat fac111tat1ng the 1nnovat1on is a h1gh

pr1or1ty for tihne individual, to understand what their spec1f1c concerns are
s - .
.t . réquires 1ook1ng at the h1gh and Tow scores on Stages 1-6.7 v

[

‘. Before going onh it shouTd be noted that concerns shou]d be viewed in a..
A non-audgmenta] manner. That is, a part1cu1ar profile is- neither. .good nor bad

it s1mp1y identifies an' individual' s concerns at a po1nt in time and siows

-

changes over t1me " The 1mp11cat1ons to be drawn from a prof11e must be based .

7 on know]edge of_the 1nd1vrdua1 and the s1tuat1on 1n wh1ch he works

.
-

Principa] A's Profile .

_ ~ An imoortant observation~oF the -overall profile (see Fjgure é) js that
¢ ) the 1ntens1ty of the pr1nc1pa1 s concerns is rather 16w. . 0theé-than Stage 0
. the.scores on the other ftages never rise above uhe 50th percent11e and are
N most1y be1ow the 20th Qercenf1ke which 1s,1nterpreted to mean _that this

principal was never h1gh1y concerned about fac111tat1ng _use of this

innovation. 1In the Fall, 1950;¢he 40th percent11e score on Stage 0 indicates

’
res

& Q “‘ . ) 8

~\ ) ‘ o

4
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. facilitation sk111s (Stage 4, 46th pergent11e s but by wﬂnter, 1981 th1s

the 1nnovat1on and had turned h1s4 attent1on e]sewhere :;
- Comments,Erom,F1e1d \otes for Dr1nc1pa1 A A .

’ ,

o

area were very high compared with district- or stat: norms. There is an

L Y

the principals is giving some attention and.priority, to the innovation but

£

/ B ”
over time this changed and by Spring 1981 the 79th_percentile score on Stage 0
suggests that the principa] is even 1ess concerned about this innovation,

In the Fa11 1980 Pr1nc1pa1 A had some -concerns about 1mprov1ng his .

»

\ .
concern greatly decreased and rema1ned that way. through Spring,-1981. The ] -

h’gh Stage 0 score (75th percent11e) and very 1ow score on. other stages
. y:]

suggests that -at the t1me Pr1nc1pa1 A had no rea] concerns about fac111tat1ng

The 1hnovat1on under study was be1ng 1mp1emented district-wide 'and .

\

focused on a- spec1f1c curr1cu1un1 area Th1s was the first year of o

1mp1ementat1on In th1s ;choo] ach1eyement test scores 1n th1s curr1cu1um

"

ass:stant pr1nc1pa1 in the schoo] A]so d1str1ct resource personne] were

ava11abﬁe to assume some respons1b111ty for facilitating the 1mp1ementat1on

oy A 3 . ,
R . -

3 . . -

-

Profile A Interpretation . ) gty
e

1nnovat1oﬁ as be1ng im-,rtant or y
y

necessary in h1s schoo1 he d1d attend to 1t at f1rst He also had some.

ot

initial concern about -bow ‘effective’ gye program wou]d be and how he m1ght

A1though this prificipal d1d not View

.{
fac111tate>Tts,use (Stage,4). Hoyever, after the Fall, 1980 his attent1on .

?ncreasingJy turned*away from.the\innovation as he delegated responsibility -

, fod implementatiqn to district resource personnel. The low intensity of his &

l“ ‘/ N ; - . . . . . 4 .
- . I‘_/I/l ", : ¢ . S 7 *
0 4AH/-sub:jects are referqu to byt.'the mascuﬁfne gender- to further ensure ~ 7’
anonym1ty L T - - . P
. rot . . L e ' ), S

¢ ! . ¢
. .

L]
-
.~
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‘concerns on Stages 1-6 further reflects that facilitating implementation of ) }

. -, i
‘this innovation continued to be a low priority. .

_Principal B's Profile .

i

- - The profile (Figure 4) ton,this principal reflects an interesting change . %

J
Al

. ) e jn-concerns over time: In the Fall, 1980 he had other areas that-were of high

. priority (high Stage 0 score), but by Spring 1981 he was givinggsomewhat more

attent1on to it (Tower Stage 0) Stage 6 scores indicate that initially (Fal

1?80) he had concerns about the potential effect1veness of the 1nnovat1on and

had ideas about alternatives to it that wou be’better .By Winter 1981 these
\ concerns had greatly diminished and he seemed n?ch 1ess concerned about the

effect1veness ‘of the new program. . . ‘ . -

Managing the time and logistics required to\faci1itate use of the

) N

P

) 1nnovat1on (Stage 3) was of some concern to this principal in the Fa]], 1980,
. but th1s concern decreased s1gn1f1cant1y at each subsequent measurement time.
This profile depicts a_principa] who 1n1t1a11y had muchyof his attention
focused somewhere other‘than on the innouation but still had some concerns —v ' /
about facilitating.its use. Over time the principal became more attentive to

the. innovation and much less concerned about the day to day ﬁogistics of

e

Fd

,  facilitatjng innovation implementation.

Comments from Field Notes for Principal B . .- (~,/

“ This principal was in_the_same district as Principal A and in the first ;
S

year of‘imp]ementatibn of the same“inngvation. As school began tn Fall 1980
. Principa]tB was devoting an enormous amount of time to working with some
° teachers that were new]y ass1gned to the school. ‘The principal felt the
h innovation was not .very d1fferent from ‘the present one and that it would not,
be particularly useful. . Over time the principal began to feel the 1nnoyat1on

did offer some benefits to the school, but there were other things going on in

% 1’ s . l - . 11 . : L
S . W ;l:;é , .




Figure 4 - -
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the school that were receiviné hore of theebrincipa1's time and effort. For

) examp]e, each Spring much energy is devoted to preparation for the ach1evement

tests that are adm1n1stered annua]]y A1so, in this school there are three

‘other persons who share in the faéi]ﬁtat1on of the innovation. 'The pr1nc1pa1

was engaged with the innovation: but only as one of many things that he was
doing. As the year unfolded he attended to the innovation and saw that,it'wae
taking less of his time and that of his teachers. Also, as the teachers and
students }eported success with the inno;ation ne became increasingly more

«t

supportive of it.. . . . .

<o

Profile B interpretation ) .

"in facilitating the implementation effort.

At the tihe'the innovation was introduced into his schoo],,this‘principa]
was ebending much” time helping. a small grodp of teachers hho were new to hie .
school. This involvement-coupleéd with hisefee1ings about the usefulness of
the innovation directed his attention away from the innovation (high Stage b).°
Nevertheless, his Stage 3 concerns in the Fall, 1980 suggest that he had not
tota11y ignored the innovation for he was concerned about fac111tat1qg_others )
in use of the innovation (Stage 3). Part of his management concerns seem to )
be abogt how he, should faéi]itate “use given his concerhs about the
effectiveness of the innovation in its present form (Stage 6). After the new
teachers became adJusted to this school and as the principal began to fee1 the
innovation had benef1ts for his school, his concerns about the innovation
(Stage 6) decreased markedly and he -became somewhat more attentive to it

s

(decreasing Stage 0 score). The limited attention given to the innovation by

<

the principal was due, in part, to the fact that others in-th2 school shared

s -




ﬁrincipa] C's*Profile

This profﬁ]e (Figure 3) is more consistent over the three measurement

periods than the previous examples. Stage 0 and Sfage 2 scores were high and

‘remained high. The increase in the Stage O scores from the first to third

measurement periods.indicates that matters other than the innovation were
receiving more attention fro; the.principal. Even so, the high Stage 2 scofe
reflects uncertainty‘abdut his role in facilitating the iﬁnovation. These
persong] concerns were apparently not réso]ved over the period of the study.

Apparently there was little concern about having more information about

the innna&fion (Stage 1) oﬁ‘abouﬁ(changék in the innovation (Stage 6)3_§qug

both of these stages weré low. Consistently low scores on Stages 4 and 5

facilitating style or coordinating his activities with other facilitators at

the time.' s

N\

- Comments from Field Notes .

The innovation being implemented was in its third year in the school.

There was no assistant p?incipa] in the school. The principal was very intent
on being supportive of his teachers. He was also making an intentional and

sincere effort (accompanied by a 1ittle pressure from the district) to become

more of an instructional léader in his school. This innovation was seen as an °

opportunity to do this but he found it to be a personally demanding task since

it did represent a change in his leadership pehavior. By winter his Blan for

providing leadership for the innovation were not progressing as he hoped and
he ‘was céncerned to the point of discussing the matfer with a colleague. At

thq district level thgre were some very able personnel who worked in this and

other schools to assist in facilitating the innovation as well as monitoring

14

use by teachers. ‘ \

o - , 14

~suggests that this principal was not concerned about _improving his..

-
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Profile C Interpretation

Inte?pretatﬁon of this profile requires a recognition of the fact that\\\\\

facilitation of the innovation was entw1ned with the pr1nc1pa1 S effort to

o

~ change “his leadership behavior. w1th th1s An m1nd, interpretation of the.

\
profile is quite straight forward. The high Stage 0 scores reflect h1s focus

o

on someth1ng other than the innovation (his ]eadersh1p behavior) and the high

personal concerns (Stage 2) indicate that he has some doubts about his

adequacy in be1ng able to fac1|1tate use of the innovation effect1ve1y _These

concerns are espec1a11y h1gh in the Winter 1981, the point at which he

recogn1zed‘he was not fac111tat1ng 1nnovat1on\use as he had intended.

A]though persona1 concerns dropped some by Spr1n% 1981 they were still qu1te

high., - e - .

2 o s

@

Assistant Principal D's Profile

This profile (Figure 6) represent® a somewhat ddfferent pattern from

those of the prev1ous fac111tators In the first piacewthemjnhoyatjonmj3~annm7—w—--—-

o

importaht priority for this facilitator as-seen.by the relatively low Stage 0

scores. He*has.no need for more information. about the innovation (Stage 1)

‘o

nor is he concerned about his ability or ro]e in fac111tat1ng the innovation

: (Stage 2). Neither is he having any concerns about the tasks involved in

facilitating the day-to-day . use of the innovation-.(Stdge 3). This facilitator - *:“4';

was'c]ear]y concerned about 1mprov1ng his faci]ttating sty]eoand increasing .

’

positive 1nnovation effects. (Stage«4)—~~However by the spr1ng of 1981 .

, conSequence conéerns had d1m1n1shed dramatically, This_ personmma1nta1ned

71ntense concerns about collaboration-with other fac111tators or administrators

i . [3

to increase effect1veness o7 the innovation: (Stage 5) throughout the study.

In the Winter 198] this faci]:tator s Stage 6 scores indicated he had

some 1deas for changing the 1nnovat1on to 1mprove its effect1vness, the Tow

- S ——

— e ————— - - o

16 -18 ‘ -.
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" scores on Stage & in. the Spring suggest that th1s concern was reso]ved

- _." PR —— [ O —— .—,«-...—, - e —

7. somehow. _ ‘ o -

%

.

Comments from Field Notes for Facilitator D

: >
A basic curriculum innovation dntroduced into the entire district was the

program being implemented. These‘measgres were taken during the"second year

" of the‘implementation effort, ' In this‘schoe1 the principé] ahe assistant *
principal worked together closely and shared the- respons1b111ty and effort for
fac111tat1ng the innovation. Both of them fe1t it.was the1r obligation to see
that the.1nnovat1on was 1mp1emented since it yas a part of a district wide

&

curricuTum'improvemeht effort. To facilitate use.of the innovation this

“t

facilitator worked regularly with individuals and small groups of teachers to

« help and encouraée_them in their use of the inno!ation. .In addition, he .

L

: couraged and arranged for_ teachers to share with and help each other. By

Spr1ng 1981\(ehg\9f\fecond year of implementation). he was fee11ng that most -of

“the—problems—teachers haa"WTth~use of the innovation had been resolved and it

. was now being used in a sat1sfact;;;khghhe;bﬁyithe&teachers.

. * ’ B
R . '

<

Profile D Interpretation

Faciﬁitating use'of the innovation was a high pyiOrity for this peréon
and this is indicated in part by the 1ow Stage 0 scores. The high Stage 5

concerns at all three measurement periods ref]ect h1s desire to co]]aborate

“with~others—(particularly the principal) and to have ot othere collaborate so as
tp incfeese the effectiveness of the innovation. It is interesting .to note
how *his concerns about increasing the effectiveneSs of his faciiitating style
and the effectiveness of users decrease sharp]y by the Spvang 1981 when he

fee1s the “innovation is now be1ng used sat1sfactor1y .

I . N -3

UI‘ ) }8' 20 )




A Facilitator E's Profile ' . e —

- - P
-

This*is the profife (Figure 7) for a school ‘resource teacher who had a

e e e s,

facilitator role. An 1nterest1rg feature ‘of this prof11e is the change that

) R fake§”ﬁ1ace in the Winter profile in comparison to the other two. In the Fall

1989 the 1nnovat]on was a major focus of attentmon for this, facj1ttator

(relatively low Stage 0). By Spring 1981 the facilitators Stage 0°show that

matters other than the 1nnovat1on have drawn some attention. Except for Stage \\7

0. and Stage-5 scores the Fall 1980 and Spring 1981 profiles are very s1m11ar N
His most intense concern (Stage 4) is with'improvement of his style of

’ fac111tat1ng use of the 1nnovat1on and increasing its effect1veness but he :
feels conf1dent about h1s ab111ty to facilitate the program (Stage 2). In.
sp1te~of his confidence the t1me_Jog1st4cs and energy required to facilitate .

use (Stage 3) is of considerable concern to this facilitator. Concerns about

coordinating w1th other fac111tators and administrators (Stage 5) were quite .

: —{ritense in the FaTT 1960 but had dropped somewhat by Spring 1981. The low
Stage 6 scores shows that throughout the research period the facilitator

remained quite content with the innovation and had no concerns about changing

1to N ’ « R o N

In the Winter of 1981 something apparently happend to significantly alter
ﬁé&f‘ , this fac111tators°concerns Personal concerns (Stage 2) rose sharply with a

. sharp drop. in Consequence concerns (Stage 4) and a noticeable drop in desire

to have mora information about the innovation (Stage 1) .

~ Comments from Fie]d‘Notes

what they were doing with the 1nnovat1on He had to coord1nate his activities

19 -

21




. ’ Figure 7

. CFSoCQ Profile for School Res‘oﬁr‘ce Teacher E
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~ - buitding: - He was veFY“EF?EEti?eﬁﬁﬁ'the“roje and was interested in improving

his” skills: ‘Just before the'yinten71981 measurement was taken a major ..

] . s

disagreement regarding use of the innovation occurred in this_collaborative

A 3

arrangement. This disagreement was resolved shortly after the measurement was

-

taken. X ' _ — °

PrdfiJe E Interpretation = - \ ’ :

' These profi1ESyi11ustrate the sensitivity of the CFSoCQ. Here is a
facilitator who, .in the Fall, 1980 had highest concerns about‘imprijng his;
- own_facilitation style and , he’effectivness of users (Stage 4) and who
' apparently felt certain abodt his abi]ity to faci]itate the innovation (Low
Stage 2). HoWever, in the Winter, 1981, short1y after the maJor "disagreement
regarding 1nnovation use his personal cencerns (Stage 2) e1evated drasticaliy .
and consequence concerns (Stage 4) dropped markedﬂ .. By Spring 1981, after
this d;sagreement had been reso]ved the fac111tators concerns once again were
highest on consequences. The~re1at1ve1y.h]gh management concerns (Stage 3)

: D \
indicate he was somewhat concerned aboit’ the time and logistics of

‘fac111tating use.  Some. of this concern~probab1y stemmed- from the nece551ty of

A —..’,

coordinating efforts.with several other people.
Discussion and Implications
Beyond the description and interpretation of the indiv1dua1 profiles the
profiies collectively joffer some useéful insights into‘the concerns of those
who have responsibility for facilitating schoo] “improvement -efforts.
- First, the profi]es show that princ1pa15 and others do have concerns
-about their role as a facilitator and that these concerns can be identjfied

through the use of the CFSoCQ. In forthcoming papers the relationship between

L)

. e e

23




the faéi]itators concern;, thejc facilitating behaviors (or absence of .

behaviors) and the actua1)1mp1ementation of the innovation will be described.

I

whi1e_these_indi#idua45¥doﬂhave*concerns—abUUt their facilitator YoTes,

L] . . {
. these concerns are neither uniform acress facilitators nor cohsistent for an

L4

1nd1V1dua1 from one p01ntt1n t1mevto another The ﬁjvefsybjects.a]Jﬂhaveﬁyeny- —

L4

differént profiles indicating they had vyery diffehent .concerns about
facilitating innovation’ use in their” school. Principals A and B and
Facilitator E had not1ceab1e changes in the1r individual concerns during the
period of the study. The concerns of Pr1nC1pa1 C and Facilitator D were more‘ Mh*;
consistent dur1ng the_year but even thty had changes that were evident and
1mportant _ . ) ’ o i L -

. Perhaps it!is npt surprising to find that schéol 1eaders do have cdncerns
about faci1itatTng.changes and that*these concerns'shift from time to tfme,
,but'ﬁt is “important to note for it forces us to conclude that wh%n working ’
with ‘school. personne] to help them improve thetr faciLiIating ski11s, that
assistance must‘be‘attentive to’those concerns; Decision makers should not v
assume that_princjpa]s can treat change as an event,, it is a process for them,
dust as it is for their tedchers. ’ '

The -profites for the assistant pr1nc1pa1 and 1n school resource person

were 1nc1uded to make several p01nts F1rst, anylperson in a sghod1 (or , ’
outside) who, has redponsibility for faci]itatjng imp]ementation of an
%nnovation will have concerns about that role and those concerns wi]f
influence their faciTitatﬁng behavior.‘ The.ktnds o% concerns a person has and
the intensity of those concerns seem to bedr no systematic re]ationshf% to the f
‘posdtion the, facilitator holds. Rather thelconcerns are re]ated'tb the.
faci]itator role, Finally, the concerns of any person serv1ng as a

fac111tator can be easily and accurately measured W1th the CFSoCQ.-

& i ol

-




*
”

- R -

One purpose of the study from which these profiies were drawn was to-

.“compare the concerns of facilitators who were in his ‘first, second or third

- .- -—year: In our full Pr1nc1pa1-Teacher Interaction Study an equai number of

—year of imp]ementation. Three of the subjects presented abovg were. in the

-

first year of 1mp1ementation, one Was. in the second and one was in their third Ce

subjects was studied for each 1mp1ementation year. From the profiles
presented in these papers and those not 1nc1uded 1t BES tentat1ve1y conc1uded
that there is no relationship between the year of 1mp1ementat1on and the '
concerns of the facilitator, at least- for the first three years. If this

finding is u1t1mate1y verified it has 1mportant implications for staff

g, ¢ -

fdeve]opment of change fac111tato/s/and'1nnovationg1mp1ementation, two matters

-

-that are discusséd below.

-

Concerns theory has someosignificant 1mp1ncations for staff deveioﬁment

act1v1t1es for change faci11tators This statement and the discusshon that

follows is based on the premise that good skiiis, developed * through good
training are necessary for good fact itators. A sécond premise is that
effective training must consider the individual concerns of the facilitators.

The concerns a- person has at any point in t1me relative to his role in :

fac111tat1ng -school 1mprovement will ref ect the kinds of needs he has and

will determine what kinds of assistance w111 be most he]pfu] - To il]ustrate

this. point Took again at the profi]es for Pr1nc1pais A and B. They are hoth

Al

in the same district at the same roint in t1me reiative to the 1mp1ementation -

- of the same innovation Consqur staff deveiopment activities that might have

2 L4

been provided for these principais in the Fa11 1980.

-

If the staff deveiopment activity or process was designed to address the \%

concerns Princ1pai B has about management. (Stage "3) and innovation-

effectiveness (Stage 6) 1t would have:oniy Timited™ relevance, if-any-at-all,— . _

o ’

w
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P - {
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}5‘

for Principal A who is concerned "about 1mprov1ng h1s style of change

facilitation, ° On the other hand, staff deveT\pment provided 1n Spr1nq 1981 .

s
L2

)

for the'two pr1nc1paJs might be bas1ca11y the_same for they have very 51m11ar

L] -
.

concerns at that point. L. S
- From the above example- 1t is apparent that concerns’ 1nformat1on can
- 4 /

ass1st in 1dent1fy1ng the k1nds of needs and 1nformat1on individuals haVe and

it makés it possfbie to directwstaff development assistance at those needs.'

Beyond-identifyfng similarities and differences‘in theAconcerns of _~
individua]s or groups, ‘concerns. information provides c1earfimp1ications for .
assistance. ' For examp]e, management concerns are descr1bed by ‘the theory

- 7

<
/

1{sedf as concerns w1th t1me, logistics, resources and energy “involved in .

«
L4 > .

¥

fac111tat1ng the 1nnovat1on Thus, staff deveﬂopment ass1stance should focus h

on~1nformatron and~techn1ques that address‘specifica11y theSe issuesl )
- ‘
Just as - we be11eve that staff deve1opment is 1mportant to Tmprov1ng

teacher. performance so should we. be11eve that staff development is 1mportdnt
/

-

~#t0 jrproving the performance of facilitators. In fact, the two matters are
very c1d$e1y‘re1ated for the~performance of the facilitator will sure1y ]
1nf1uence the performance of teachers as they attempt to uSe an ]nnovat1on.

Consider Prof11es C and D. Based on the concerns those two fac111tators have

-

j’ 1t wqu]d hardly be specu]at1on to assume that they wou]d interact d1fferent1y

with teachers and would 1nf]uence teachers in-a different manner. That ~
[y a , . - * ~,

infTuence would undoubtedly effect the ‘wdy in which teachers "use the -

1nnovation ' A D '

oY

~

¥

Presumab]y fac111tators who are more engaged with® the innovation (10w '

\; Stage 0) and are concerned with consequences and co11aborat1on (Stages 5 and

6). will ‘hive more succcess in facilitating use than you]d facilifaters who

~have high personal (Stage. 2) of management (Stage 3) concerns. Ddta analysis

»
¥ v . . &
- . - . -
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__>_currently underway on infgrma‘tion collected in the Principal-Teacher ¢ 7
.Interaction Study will provide more precise and valid insights into the
. relationship between facilitator concerns and innovation use. We will report -
more on these findings in ‘subsequent papers.
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